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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed 06/14/2004, wherein 
Masayuki Terao and Hidehiko Okada are the inventor(s). 

2. The application is entitled: "DISPLAY CONROLLER FOR APPLYING DISPLAY 
EFFECT". 

3. Claims 1-10 are pending in the application, wherein claims 1, 3 and 9 are 
independent claims. 

Claim Objections 

4. The previous claim objections to claims 3 and 5 have been overcome in the 
current amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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7. Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Henshaw in view of Lentz, U.S. Patent No., 5,515,494. 

8. In regards to claim 1 , Henshaw discloses the following limitations: 
a display controller 

• Method and system for manipulating the display of multiple applications, which 
are displayed in overlapping windows within a data processing system (Col. 2, 
lines 43-46) specifically is a display controller. In addition, a method and system 
for a variable "depth control" within a plurality of overlapping windows is provided 
(Col. 2, lines 47-49). Controlling the depth of a plurality of overlapping windows 
specifically is also controlling the display of the plurality of windows. 

comprising: a first element detecting first and second screen regions on a 
screen, said first screen region including overlapping and un-overlapping 
regions, said overlapping region of said first screen region overlapping said 
second screen region and said un-overlapping region of said first screen region 
not overlapping said second screen region; 

• As applied above, Henshaw discloses controlling display of multiple applications, 
which are displayed in a plurality of overlapping windows (Col. 2, line 50 - Col. 3, 
line 7). Each window is a screen region, wherein the first and second screen 
regions overlap at least partially. The overlapping region of the first window 
inherently overlaps the second window, and the un-overlapping regions does not 
overlap said second window. This is just a recitation of the well-known definition 
of overlap and un-overlap. 
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And a second element determining whether said overlapping region of said first 
screen region is hidden behind said second screen region; and 

• Henshaw explicitly teaches a depth control window and a plurality of title bars for 
displaying the relative display position of each window within display screen (Col. 
4, line 44 - Col. 5, line 9 and FIG. 3). Determining the depth of each window 
specifically is determining which window is hidden behind other windows. 

9. In regarding the limitations of the following third element, Henshaw teaches 
displaying overlapping windows and applying display effects to the active region, and 
FIGS. 2-5 explicitly teaches displaying only the visible, non-overlapping regions of each 
window. Henshaw, however, is silent to whether the display effects (i.e. drawing the 
pixels) in the hidden regions. It is well known in the art that hidden regions of 
overlapping display regions are not processed (i.e. pixels are not drawn, thus clipped) in 
order to reduce work of display processor. This is called display culling or clipping. 
Thus, even though Henshaw is silent to the display culling, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to cull the hidden regions. 

1 0. An analogous art, Lentz, explicitly teaches display clipping of hidden regions, and 
thus Henshaw and Lentz in combination teaches the following limitations. 

and a third element applying display effect to said un-overlapping region of said 
first screen region without applying said display effect to said overlapping region 
of said first screen region when said second element determines that said 
overlapping region of said first screen region is hidden behind said second 
screen region. 
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• Henshaw teaches Graphics controls (FIG. 3, No. 50) are also provided for 
altering the color and/or pattern of a particular window as desired by a user. 
Changing the color and/or pattern of a window specifically is applying a display 
effect. In addition, said color and/or pattern can be change for a particular 
window as desired by a user, and thus the display effect can be applied to one 
window at a time as desired by the user. The graphics controls specifically allow 
the user to apply said display effect to only the first window (first screen region) 
and not the second overlapping window (second screen region). 

• While Henshaw is silent to display culling, FIGS 2-5 explicitly teaches applying 
display effects to un-overlapping regions only. If the hidden portions are not 
displayed, then display effects are not applied to said hidden portions. 

• Lentz explicitly teaches determining the hidden region and drawing only the 
visible (non-hidden) pixels (FIGS. 1, 4, 7 and 10-1 1; Col. 4, line 66- Col. 6, line 
4). Drawing only the visible pixels and clipping the hidden pixels specifically are 
applying display effects to the un-overlapping region and not applying display 
effects to hidden regions. Thus, Lentz determines which window is on top and 
which window is hidden behind. 

1 1 . Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to take the teachings of Henshaw and to add from Lentz the method of 
clipping hidden pixels of overlapping windows in order to apply display effects only to 
the un-overlapping regions. Display clipping or culling allows the display driver from 
displaying the hidden pixels, which is unnecessary. Said display clipping thus allows 
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the display system to reduce processing steps, which provides a more efficient display 
system. 

12. In regards to claim 2, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claim 1 are applied. Henshaw explicitly teaches color or contrast correction. 

13. Claims 3-5 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Henshaw in view of Lentz as applied to claims 1-2 above, and further in view of 
Porter, U.S. Patent No., 6,570,595. 

14. In regards to claim 3, Henshaw discloses the following limitations: 
An information processor comprising: 

• FIG. 1 depicts a pictorial representation of a data processing system (FIG. 1, No. 
10) comprising a processor (FIG. 1, No. 12), a keyboard (FIG. 1, No. 14), a 
display device (FIG. 1, No. 16), which includes a display screen (FIG. 1, No. 18), 
and a graphics pointing device, such as a mouse pointer (FIG. 1 , No. 20). Said 
data processing system comprising a processor specifically is an information 
processor. 

a component detector detecting a display component located within a first 
window on a screen; 

• Said graphics pointing device is used to graphically select an element within a 
display screen in a manner well known in the art. Thus, by using a mouse 
pointer, the user selects an element in the active window, which specifically is a 
particular display component located within a first window on a screen. 
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Selecting a particular display component specifically is detecting the particular 
display component, and thus the mouse is specifically a detector, 
a window location detector detecting locations of said first window and a second 
window on said screen sand front-behind relationship between said first window 
and said second window; 

• As applied to claims 1-2 above, Henshaw explicitly teaches a depth control 
window and a plurality of title bars, which allows the user to keep track of the 
depth location of each window in respect to other windows on the display. Said 
depth control and determination specifically is detecting the location of first and 
second window and determining the front-behind relationship. 

1 5. Henshaw and Lentz in combination teach the following limitations. 

a component location detector detecting a location, on said screen, of said 
display component detected by said component detector; 

• As applied to above, Henshaw teaches detecting said display component, and it 
is explicitly shown on FIGS. 2-5 that hidden portions of the second window is not 
displayed, in order to clip the hidden portions, the location of the all components 
on all windows must be known. Henshaw is silent to the clipping method, but 
Lentz explicitly teaches determining if any regions of a window is hidden by a 
second window in order to clip the hidden region as applied to claims i-2 above. 
Said determining the hidden region, explicitly is detecting the location of all 
components on said screen. 

16. Henshaw, Lentz and Porter in combination teach the following limitations. 
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and a display effector applying display effect to said visible region of said display 
component without applying said display effect to a remaining region of said 
display component, wherein said visible region determiner determines whether 
said visible region of said display component is visible based on a result of 
detections by said component location detector and by said window location 
detector 

• Henshaw discloses a display effecter as applied to claims 1-2 above. Henshaw 
discloses displaying multiple overlapping application in a plurality of windows but 
is silent to the method of determining the visible region. 

• Henshaw and Lentz both do not explicitly teach said visible region determiner, 
but Lentz teaches determining if any region of one window is obscured by a 
second window, and thus the visible region must be determined when applying 
the display effect only the un-overlapping regions as applied to claims 1-2 above. 
In addition, Lentz explicitly teaches determining if said component is hidden 
behind the second window as applied to claims 1-2 above, and thus determines 
the location of the components and windows. Further, Henshaw teaches 
determining the location of windows using depth control windows as applied to 
claims 1-2 above. 

• An analogous art, Porter, explicitly teaches a visible region determiner 
determining a visible region of said display component, and Lentz teaches 
when a part of said display component is hidden behind said second 
window 
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• Porter discloses a computer system having a display device with a display 

surface, a portion of the display surface is reserved for an exclusive use, allowing 
the contents rendered in the reserve are to be persistently visible (Col. 2, lines 1- 
6). Preserving a portion of the display surface, which allows visible display of the 
displayed content specifically is a visible region determiner. 

17. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Henshaw and Lentz, and to add from Porter the image processing system of 
displaying an image on a window, wherein the visible region of the destination window 
is determined. When displaying an image on a window, the visible region must be 
determined in order to avoid overlapping the images and obscuring the images. Also, 
the addition of Porter allows images to be displayed in appropriate windows, wherein 
the content is always visible. Further, all references are directed to controlling displays 
of multiple display windows. 

18. In regards to claim 4, Henshaw, Lentz and Porter in combination disclose the 
following limitations. 

An information processor as claimed in claim 3, wherein said visible region 
determiner comprises: a component location detector, which detects a location 
on said screen of said particular display component detected by said component 
detector; and a window location detector, which detects locations of a plurality of 
windows on said screen and front-behind relationship between said windows; 
wherein said visible region determiner determines said actually visible region of 
said region in which said particular display component is to be displayed using 
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result of detection by said component location detector and by said window 
location detector. 

• Henshaw, Lentz and Porter teach the limitation of an information processor 
comprises a visible region determiner as applied to claim 3 above. In order for 
the visible region determiner to determine the visible region to display a particular 
component, the location of other components in the target window must be 
determined. Thus, the result of the component location detector and the window 
location detector must be used by the visible region determiner in determining 
the visible region in a window. 

• Henshaw is directed to a graphic method and system for manipulating and 
organizing the display of multiple applications, which are displayed in overlapping 
windows within a data processing system (Col. 2, lines 43-46). 

• In addition, Henshaw discloses the limitation of a mouse pointer, which is used to 
locate and detect a particular component of a window along with the window 
itself. In order to select either a particular component of a window or a window, 
their location must be determined, and the mouse pointer is a standard user 
interface, which allows the user to locate the desired graphical objects, such as 
an icon in a window or a window on a screen. 

• Also, Henshaw discloses a depth control system comprising a depth control 
window (FIG. 3, No. 40), which includes a depth indicator (FIG. 3, No. 42, and a 
plurality of title bars indicating the relative order of said plurality of windows. 
Depth indicator (FIG. 3, No. 42) and depth indicia (FIG. 3, No. 46) also aid in 
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indicating the relative depth and order of said plurality of windows, which are 
updated whenever the depth control icon (FIG. 3, No. 38) is selected by 
determining which window is open and the relative order of the windows. The 
alternation of displays within a display screen can be accomplished by altering 
the order and location of said plurality of windows (Col. 4, lines 44 Col. 5, line 9). 
Thus, the mouse pointer and the depth control system in combination specifically 
are a component location detector and a window location detector. 
• Further, said method and system disclosed by Henshaw also provides a "depth" 
control within a plurality of overlapping windows (Col. 2, lines 47-49). Thus, said 
method and system allows for manipulation of the display of multiple windows in 
overlapping fashion and determines the depth order of said multiple windows 
from bottom to top (Col. 2, line 50 - Col. 3, line 7 and Col. 4, lines 44-66). Since, 
the depth control allows for determination of the depth order of said multiple 
windows, the front-back relationship between said multiple windows is also 
determined. 

19. In regards to claim 5, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 3-4 above are applied to reject the following: 

An information processor as claimed in claim 3, further comprising: a screen 
change detector detecting a change in said screen wherein said visible region 
determiner determines whether said visible region of said display component is 
changed based on result of said screen change detector. 



Application/Control Number: 09/887,076 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2672 

• As applied to claims 3-4 above, Henshaw discloses determining which window is 
open, the relative location of said plurality of windows, and altering the display 
windows displayed in a display screen, which specifically are changes in the 
screen. The depth control icon and the depth control window detects the changes 
of said screen by updating the depth indicator, depth indicia, and the title bars 
representing the relative order of windows. When the system determines which 
window is open (detection of a change in screen), then said visible region 
determiner displays an application in the open window by determining the visible 
region of said region since only the open window is fully visible on the screen. 
Thus, the changes to the visible region are determined by the user based on the 
result of the depth control icon, which specifically is the screen change detector. 

20. In regards to claim 7, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1-3 are applied. 

21 . In regards to claim 8-9, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as 
applied to claims 1-4 are applied. Said display controller of claim 1 functions all 
limitations of said display control method of claims 8-9. 

22. In regards to claim 10, the same basis and rationale for claim rejection as applied 
to claims 1-4 are applied. In addition, Henshaw discloses using a computer readable 
code (software) to implement the method and system of a display control (Col. 4, lines 
4-21 ). Said software specifically is a computer program capable of running on a 
computer so that the computer performs said steps of claim 8. 
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23. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Henshaw 
in view of Lentz, and further in view of Porter, as applied to claims 3-5 and 7-10 above, 
and further in view of Taylor, U.S. Patent No., 6,118,461. 

24. In regards to claim 6, Henshaw and Porter disclose the limitation of an 
information processor as applied to claim 3 above, but do not disclose the limitation of 
an information processor as claimed in claim 3, wherein said display component 
is a moving picture. 

25. Taylor discloses said limitation of displaying a moving picture. 

• A display control unit (FIG. 2B, no. 103) controls the display of multiple 

overlapping windows or a region of the display screen, wherein full motion video 
is displayed on each window (Col. 5, lines 51-62). 

26. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the teachings 
of Henshaw, Lentz and Porter and to add from Taylor the display controller, which 
allows the display of a moving picture in order to allow the information processor to 
display all forms of applications in the plurality of windows. Display of a moving picture 
allows the system to participate in a video conferencing, wherein the participants can 
visually communicate with each other in one display window and display other 
information in the other windows. In addition, all references are directed to controlling 
displays of multiple display windows. 



Response to Arguments 
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27. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-10 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The newly added limitations directed to 
the third element as mentioned in pages 14-17 of the remarks have been fully 
considered and a new grounds of rejection have been applied based on a new prior art, 
Lentz. The detailed claim rejection is provided above. All amended claims now have 
been rejected based on 35 USC 103(a). 

Conclusion 

28. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hwa C Lee whose telephone number is 703-305-8987. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on 703-305-4713. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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